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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-29 stand rejected in the outstanding Official Action. Claim 12 has been 
cancelled without prejudice and the subject matter included in amended claim 1. Accordingly, 
claims 1-11 and 13-29 remain in this application. 

The Examiner's acknowledgment of Applicants' claim for priority and receipt of the 
certified copy of the priority document is very much appreciated. Additionally, the Examiner's 
indication of PTO acceptance of the previously filed formal drawings is appreciated. Finally, the 
Examiner's consideration of prior art previously submitted with Applicants' Information 
Disclosure Statement is very much appreciated. 

Claims 1-5, 12-16, 18, 26 and 29 stand rejected under 35 USC §102 as being anticipated 
by Devereux (GB 2 309 608). Applicants have amended claim 1 to include the limitations of 
claim 12. The limitation of claim 12 adds the further limitation of "at least one additional 
reflective element having a fixed orientation." Additionally, the limitation that the optical beam 
is reflected from "both" the additional reflective element and the at least one movable reflective 
element "prior to coupling into said second optical waveguide." 

In the paragraph bridging pages 2 and 3 of the Official Action, the Examiner alleges that 
the Devereux reference contains a disclosure of the "at least one additional reflective element" 
and that the optical beam is reflected from both the additional reflective element and the 
previously claimed at least one movable reflective element and makes numerous references to 
portions of the Devereux disclosure purportedly containing these limitations. In addition to the 
subject matter of claim 12 in independent claim 1, the quote also requires the stated reflections 
"prior to coupling into said second optical waveguide." In the Devereux patent, this is not seen 
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and indeed Devereux does not teach or suggest such structural interrelationship as now set out in 
amended claim 1 . 

In the present invention, light emerges from a first guide, is reflected from a fixed mirror 
and a movable mirror and only then is that light coupled into the second guide, in other words 
only after the light is reflected by the two reflective elements does it couple to the second 
waveguide. Support for the claim amendment as well as the benefit of this interrelationship, i.e., 
allowing greater design flexibility when coupling between two physically different guides (this is 
discussed on pages 7, paragraph 3 of Applicants' originally filed application). 

Thus, the above limitation added to claim 1 is clearly supported by the specification as 
filed, and the claimed structural interrelationship results in improved operability, especially when 
coupling between two physically different guides. It is noted that in Devereux, light emerges 
from a waveguide, i.e., 320, is reflected by a tiltable mirror 350 and coupled back into the same 
waveguide, resulting in attenuation. This is not the case with Applicants' claimed invention and 
therefore Devereux fails to anticipate or render obvious the subject matter of amended claim 1. 
Inasmuch as claims 2-1 1 and 13-29 ultimately depend from claim 1, they are similarly believed 
to be patentable over the Devereux patent. 

Claims 6-11, 17, 19, 20-25, 27 and 28 stand rejected under 35 USC 103 as unpatentable 
over Devereux in view of Chang (U.S. Publication 2003/0012509). Inasmuch as claims 6-11, 
17, 19,20-25, 27 and 28 all ultimately depend from claim 1, the above comments distinguishing 
claim 1 from the subject matter disclosed in the Devereux patent are herein incorporated by 
reference. 
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Applicants submit that there is no disclosure in the Chang reference of the optical beam 
being reflected from both the at least one additional reflective element and the at least one 
movable reflective element or that this is accomplished "prior to coupling into said second 
optical waveguide" (emphasis added). Should the Examiner believe otherwise, he is respectfully 
requested to identify the location of such teaching in Chang. If this is not disclosed in Chang, 
then neither Devereux nor Chang teach this claimed structural interrelationship. 

Accordingly, even if Devereux and Chang were combined, they would fail to disclose the 
subject matter of claim 1 or claims 6-1 1, 17, 19, 20-25, 27 and 28 dependent thereon. Moreover, 
the Examiner fails to provide any "reason" or "motivation" for picking and choosing elements 
from the Devereux and Chang references and then combining them in the manner of Applicants' 
claim 1 or claims dependent thereon. 

Accordingly, in view of the above, there is simply no prima facie basis for of 
obviousness set out by the Examiner in view of the evidence of record. 

Having responded to all objections and rejections set forth in the outstanding Official 
Action, it is submitted that claims 1-11 and 13-29 are in condition for allowance and notice to 
that effect is respectfully solicited. In the event the Examiner is of the opinion that a brief 
telephone or personal interview will facilitate allowance of one or more of the above claims, he 
is respectfully requested to contact Applicants' undersigned representative. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




SCS:kmm 

901 North Glebe Road, 1 1th Floor 
Arlington, VA 22203-1808 
Telephone:. (703) 816-4000 
Facsimile: (703) 816-4100 
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